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Those that thou gavest me I have kept, and none of them is lost, 
but the son of perdition.—Joun xvii, 12. 

Tue truth deduced from these words, was, that Judas was a 
reprobate. 

I have endeavored to draw the character of Judas, and te 
make it appear that he wasa reprobate. What remains, is, to 
deduce such INFERENCES, as seem naturally to follow from 
what has been advanced. 

1. If Judas was a reprobate, then the doctrine of reproba- 
tion is true. As there are many who reject the sacred scrip- 
tures, because they teach this doctrine; so there are many, on 
the other hand, who professedly receive the scriptures as di- 
vinely inspired, and yet reject the doctrine of reprobation. 
These last are much the most inconsistent with themselves; 
for the doctrine must be true, if the bible is true. Judas was 
a‘reprobate: and one such instance establishes the doctrine, 
beyond all controversy. But the case of Judas is not a solita- 
ryone. There are many others recorded in the sacred pages. 
Pharaoh, the tyrannical king of Egypt, is a memorable in- 
stance. It is repeatedly said, that God hardened his heart; 
and it is expressly declared, that God raised him up for, the 
very purpose of “showing his power in him, and causing his 
name to be declared throughout all the earth.”” The unbeliev- 
ing Jews, who heard and rejected Christ, are represented as 
reprobates, in John xii. 37—41: ‘“ But though he had done so 
many miracles before them, yet they believed not on him: 
That the saying of Esaias, the prophet, might be fulfilled, 
which he spake, Lord, who hath believed our report? and to 
whom hath the arm of the Lord been revealed! Therefore, 
they could not believe, because that Esaias said again, He 
hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their heart; that they 
should not see with their eyes, nor understand with their heart, 
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snd be converted, und I should heal them. These things said 
Esajas, when he saw his glory, and spake of him.” 

The followers of the Man of Sin, mentioned in the second 
epistle to the Thessalonians, are represented by the apostles, 
as reprobates. He writes, chapter xi., verses 11, 12,—‘* God 
shall send them strong delusion, that they stould believe a lie: 
That they all might be damned who believed not the truth, but 
had pleasure in unrighteousness.”’ 

Indeed, the doctrine of reprobation runs through the bible, 
by the side of the doctrine of election. Reprobating wrath 
follows as a necessary consequence of electing love, The at- 
tempts, whether ancient or recent, which have been made, to 
separate these doctrines which God hath joined together, have 
proved very futileand absurd. It God chose some to salvation, 
then He appointed others to wrath. If He has mercy on whom 
He will, then He hardens whom He will. Accordingly, the 
apostle says, Rom. xi. 7.—*“ The election hath obtained it, and 
the rest were blinded.” 

2. Was Judas a reprobate? Then there is no valid objec- 
tion against the doctrine of reprobation. Ingenious, subtle, 
and even plausible objections, may be raised against any doc- 
trine, however true and scriptural ; and, accordingly, there is 
no doctrine, of either natural or revealed religion, against 
which, learned and acute infidels and heretics have not brought 
such objections, which the friends of truth have sometimes 
found it difficult to answer. But itis a clear case, that no 
valid or well-founded objection, ever was, or ever can be, 
brought against a true doctrine: for truth is always and 
throughout consistent with itself. 

No doctrine revealed in the sacred pages, is assailed by more 
numerous and more plausible objections, than that of reproba- 
tion. And there is good reason why it should be so; for there 
is no doctrine which more clearly brings out to view that amia- 
ble and awful sovereignty of God, against which the “ carnal 
mind is enmity.” But, however difficult those who believe and 
approve of this doctrine, may find it, to expose the sophistry 
and inconsistency of those who object against it; still they 
have no reason to be alarmed. The doctrine is as true, as the 
word of Him who cannot he: and nothing, therefore, but suf- 

ficient knowledge and skill, is wanting, to enable any one to 
give a satisfactory and conclusive answer to every objection 
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which ever has been, or can be raised. Every such objection 
is groundless, and may be shown to be so. 

If I had ability to- answer, [ have not time, at present, to 
name the various objections against the doctrine under con- 
sideration. But it may be of use, perhaps, to take some no- 
tice of two or three of the principal, and briefly to show their 
invalidity. 

It is objected against the doctrine of reprobation, that it rep- 
resents God as having made a part of mankind ‘on purpose 
for damnation ;” which is contrary to the infinite benevolence 
of his nature, and to the express declaration of his word, that 
‘He is good to all.” This objection, though specious, and 
often urged with great confidence, is unsound, as it entirely 
misrepresents the doctrine against which it is made. The 
doctrine of reprobation, rightly viewed, does not imply, that 
damnation is the end, or ultimate object, for which some of the 
human race were made. The ultimate object for which God 
has made men, and all creatures and things, is, his own glory ; 
“The Lord hath made all things for himself; yea, even the 
wicked for the day of evil.” God designs that all creatures 
and things shall advance his glory, in varir.us ways, according 
to their natures and characters; and that the wicked shall ac- 
complish this most desirable of all ends, by being “ reserved 
unto the day of evil,” and by being fitted, through their own 
voluntary sinful courses, for that destruction “to which they 
were appointed.” It is not true, therefore, that God has made 
any of mankind “on purpose” for either salvation or damna- 
tion. He has made all men for his glory; and will dispose of 
them all, in the best possible way, to answer that ultimate and 
chief end of all his works. 

Again, it is often objected to the doctrine of reprobation, that 
it represents the non-elect as deprived of their free, moral 
agency, and of the benefit of a state of probation. It is said, 
that if any of mankind are reprobated, they must, of necessi- 
ty, go in the way to destruction; and as their destiny was de- 
termined from eternity, they never can be in a state of proba- 
tion, but must perish, do what they will. This objection, if it 
had any weight, would be as valid against the doctrine of di- 
vine foreknowledge, and the doctrine of election, as against 
the doctrine of reprobation. If God foreknew, from eternity, 
that some of mankind would be lost; then it was absolutely 
certain that they would be lost. And if it was certein when 
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they came into the world, that they would leave it unprepared 
for heaven; then the objector might say, that they have no 
moral freedom, since they must do as it was certain they 


would; and that they have no season of probation, since their 
destiny was made certain before they were born. And so, if 
it be true, that God chose certain individuals of the human race 
to salvation, “from the beginning;” then the objector might 
say, the elect have no free, moral agency in the matter of their 
salvation; they must be saved, do what they will; and they 
are not really in a state of probation. 

But this objection has no force against either of the doctrines 
mentioned. Free, moral agency, consists in the voluntary ex- 
ercises of a rational being, possessed of moral discernment. 
Where such exercises exist, whether previously certain or con- 
tingent, whether foreseen or not, whether caused or uncaused, 
there is a free, moral agency. So long as men choose and re- 
fuse, and act voluntarily in view. of motives—as they always 
do, in fulfilling the divine purposes—they are free, moral 
agents, und accountable for their actions; and of course, are 
in a state of probation, as their future state is to be according 
to their present conduct. There is nothing in the doctrine of 
reprobation, as the objector seems to imagine, which compels 
some of mankind, against their wills and endeavors, to walk in 
the broad way to destruction ; but the doctrine implies, that 
the reprobate, in fulfilling the divine purpose and acting under 
a divine influence, harden their own hearts, go ou freely and 
perversely in sin, and fit themselves for destruction. 

I have time to mention but one objection more; and it is 
one more frequently made, perhaps, than any other : it is, that 
the doctrine represents God as a respecler of persons. This 
objection is near akin to the first named, and may be answer- 
ed much in the same way. As God has made none of man- 
kind on purpose to damn them, so He has “ appointed none 
to wrath,” because He had less value for their happiness, than 
for that of those whom He “ chose to salvation.” While He 
valued the happiness of every man according to its worth, He 
valued his own glory and blessedness more than all things else ; 
and therefore determined to form and dispose of every man 
and every creature, as should be most for his own felicity and 
glory, without the least partiality or respect of persons. 

3. If Judas was a reprobate, then there is no inconsistency 
between the doctrine of reprobation and any other doctrine, 
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or any precept or declaration of the gospel. That the gospel 
is consistent with itself throughout, is as evident as its divine 
inspiration. Each truth harmonizes with every other truth 
contained in the gospel. 

The doctrine of reprobation is consistent with the fulness 
and universality of the atonement. The atonement of Christ 
did not consist in paying a debt for sinners, or in taking away 
their guilt, or in suffering the punishment which they deserved ; 
but it consisted in so magnifying the divine law and declaring 
the righteousness of God, that He can be just to Himself and 
his kingdom, while He pardons the penitent. This must be 
done, in order to the consistent pardon of one sinner; and 
when done, it opened the way equally for the pardon of all. 
If, therefore, all men Were saved, the atonement would not be 
exhausted ; and if but one were saved, none of the atonement 


would be lost. 


The doctrine of reprobation is consistent with God's un- 


willingness that any should perish. His unwillinguess that 
any should perish, implies that He takes no pleasure in the 
eternal death of any one, and that He desires the happiness 
of every one, in itself considered; but it does not imply, that 
He views it to be best, all things considered, or that He has 
purposed to save all mankind. And hence if follows, that this 
doctrine is consistent with the offers, invitations, entreaties and 
warnings, addressed to men in the gospel: for these only im- 
ply that God sincerely and greatly desires, and notthat He has 
purposed the repentance and salvation of those to whom they 
are addressed. 

1. If Judas was a reprobate, and it is consequently true that 


God has ‘“‘appointed some to wrath,” as well as “ predesti- 


” we may hence infer that reprobation is 


nated others to life ; 
a profitable doctrine to preach. It is a part of scripture; and 
‘‘all scripture is profitable.” It belongs to the ** counsel of 
God,” and therefore ought to be “declared.”’ It is one of 
‘those things which are revealed,” and therefore ‘ belongs 
unto us and to our children.” This doctrine is very. profitable 
to preach, as.it.exhibits the divine character in a true light, 
draws the line of distinction between the friends and the ene- 
mies of Ged, connects and harmonizes the doctrines and pre- 
cepts of the gospel, leads saints to ‘‘ work out their salvation 
with fear and trembling,” and tends to awaken and convince 
sinners, by shewing them their real situation, as free, yolunta- 
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ry, guilty transgressors, in the “‘hand of God as the clay is in 
the hand of the potter.” 

5. It may be inferred from this subject, that those preachers 
who reject the doctrine of reprobation, necessarily mutilate 
and pervert all the other essential doctrines of the gospel. 
This doctrine is not only true, but is inseparably interwoven 
with all the rest. Those who drop this doctrine from their 
system, mutilate the doctrine of divine decrees, by represent- 
ing the eternal purposes of God as not extending to the free ac- 
tions. of men. They pervert the doctrine of election, by rep- 
resenting the choice of some to salvation, as conditional, and 
grounded on their foreseen repentance, instead of the sove- 
reign goodness of God. They pervert the doctrine of regenera- 
tion, by representing this moral change as taking place by the 
influence of motives or moral suasion aloye, without the spec- 
ial influence or agency of the Holy Spirit upon the heart. To 
add no more; those who discard the doctrine of reprobation, 
pervert the doctrine of true benevolence, holiness, or love, by 
representing the penitent, as well as the impenitent, saints as 
well as sinners, as making their own happiness their supreme 
and ultimate object of pursuit. 

6. Was Judas a reprobate? ‘Then some things on which 
many people are fond of building their hopes, afford no sub- 
stantial evidence that they are not reprobates. That they 
have lived an outwardly moral life, that they have made a pub- 
lic profession of religion, that they have been esteemed good 
men by the best christians, that they have been apparently de- 
vout and zealous, and have even successfully preached the gos- 
pel, afford no certain evidence that they are not “ painted 
hypocrites,”” whom Christ will at last disown. Judas belong- 
ed to the visible family of the Saviour; appeared as well as 
the other disciples, for a long time; and, for aught we are told 
to the contrary, preached with as much ferver and success, as 
either of the twelve. And yet, Judas was “the son of perdi- 
tion,” and when he died, “‘ went to his own place.” 


7. If Judas was a reprobate, and-the doctrine of reprobation 
is consequently true; we may hence infer, that a ‘knowledge 
and belief of this doctrine will afford not the least excuse or 
comfort to those who are finally lost. Judas understood and 
‘believed this, together with the other doctrines of the gospel 
which he was taught and preached ; but this furnished him with 
no excuse for his hypocrisy and treachéry, and gave him no 





pone neat tu 





332. Sermon. 471 


comfort, when his ‘iniquity had found him out.” He was 
pressed with an intolerable load of guilt, remorse, and shame ; 
and to get rid of it, he laid violent hands upon himself. And 
thus it will be with all finally impenitent sinners. Though 
they may here, in “the blindness of their hearts,” have rejeet- 
ed the doctrine of reprobation, or from w rong views of it, taken 
occasion to quiet their consciences in sin; yet hereafter they 
will see that the doctrine is true, and perfectly consistent with 
their free agency and accountability, and affords them no cloak 
for one of their sins. This will make them self-condemned 
and speechless, while God “shows his wrath and makes his 
power known upon them, as vessels of wrath fitted to destruc- 
tion.” 

8. The same means, and the best means, used in the best 
manner, may fail of fitting sinners for heaven, and only fit 
them for hell. ‘Phe best means of instruction and salvation 
were certainly enjoyed in the family of Christ, where his gra- 
cious words were heard, and his mighty works seen. But 
while these means proved savingly beneficial to eleven of the 
disciples, they wrought no good effect upon Judas, but served 
only to increase his love of the world, and hatred to Christ. 
And thus it was with most of the Jews who heard Christ’s ser- 
mons and saw his miracles. And from that day to this, the 
preaching of the gospel and other means of grace, have fitted 
more for destruction, than they have preparedunto glory. The 
words of Paul are applicable to every true minister of the gos- 
pel: “* We are unto God a sweet savor of Christ, in them that 
are saved, and in them that perish; tu the one we are a savor 
of death unto death, and to the other a savor of life unto life.” 

Now, in view of this subject, let saints adore “ the goodness 
and severity of God”—his sovereign goodness towards the 
vessels of mercy, and his righteous severity towards the ves- 
sels of wrath. And Jet them feel as Christ felt, when he re- 
joiced in spirit, and said, “I thank thee, O Father, Lord of 
heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things from the wise 
and prudent, and hast revealed them unto babes. Even so, 
Father, for so it seemed good in thy sight.” 

And let sinners be reconciled to God. He has never done 
them any injustice, asd never will. There is no reason why 
their carnal minds should be enmity against Him. They are 
under as much obligation, as saints and angels, to approve of 
God's character and will, and to rejoice that He reigns. They 
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must thus approve and thus rejoice, before they can have any 
evidence that they are not of the number whom God designs 
to destroy. But if they will lay aside their unreasonable and 
ungrateful enmity, and give God the supreme affection of their 
hearts ; they will then have good evidence that He ‘ has not 
appointed them te wrath, but to obtain salvation through eur 
Lord Jesus Christ.”—Amen. 


From the Boston Telegraph. 
GOD GOVERNS THE HEARTS OF MEN. 


Solomon says, “ The king’s heart is in the hand of the Lord, 
as the rivers of water: he turneth it whithersoever he will. He 
seems to take it for granted, that no one would dispute the sim- 
ple fact of God’s governiog the natural world, or that he turns 
the rivers of water whithersoever he will. *He ic, however, no 
less confident, that God governs or turns the heart of the king, 
as well as the rivers of water; and this trath the Holy Spirit 
moves him to assert.—But, if the king's heart is in the hands of 
the Lord, to be turned whithersoever he will; then the hearts 
of the king’s subjects must be in the hands of the Lord, to be 
turned whithersoever he will. Ten thousand voluntary exer- 
cises and acts of the king himself never would and never could 
take place, were it not for the voluntary acts of his subjects, and 
the relation which he sustains to them asaruler. It is impos- 
sible to conceive, therefore, how God can govern the heart of 
the ruler, without governing the hearts of the people. If, then, 
God governs the heart of the king, and the hearts of the king’s 
subjects, he may be truly said to govern the hearts of mankind 
indiscriminately. 

Tle single declaration of God's word, which we have cited, 
ought to.be sufficient to set this subject at rest ; but, considering 
the enmity of the wicked heart to the providence or agency of 
God, it seems important to examine the subject fairly, and to 
see whether the doctrine under consideration accords with other 
established truths, as taught by the light of nature and the 
word of God. 

That God governs the hearts of men, appears to us evident 
from his government of the natural world. That God governs 
the natural world, is a dictate of Scripture, reason and common 
sense. It is directly contrary to the light of natiire to suppose, 
that He who made the world, does not govern the world. The 
Scriptures also teach, that God giveth to the beasts their food, 
and the young ravens when they cry ; that he causes the rain to 
descend, and the sun to shine; that not a sparrow falls to the 
ground without him,and the very hairs of our heads are all num- 
bered.— David, in pfayer to God, says, ‘‘ The day is thine, the 
night also is thine ; thou hast prepared the light and the sun.— 
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Thou bast set all the borders of the earth; thou hast made 
summer and winter.” Now, since God governs the natural 
world, we can see no reason why he should not govern the moral 
world; i.e. we can see no reason why he should not govern the 
hearts of men. There are, indeed ten thousand instances, in 
which it is impossible to conceive how God can govern the natu- 
ral world, without governing the hearts of men. Many things 
which take place in the natural world, are depending upun the 
volitions of men. It is depending upon the volitions of men, 
whether the earth shall be tilled orsown. It is depending upon 
the volitions of men, as secondary agents, whether the barren 
willderness shall be turned into a fruitful field. It is depending 
upon their voluntary acts, whether cities, and towns, and vil- 
lages shall be built in diferent places of the earth; or whether 
men shall live in one place, rather than in another. In these 
ten thousand changes, which are continually taking place on 
the face of the earth, it is impossible to conceive how God can 
exercise even a supervisory agency, without controlling the 
hearts of mankind. From his government of the natural world 
therefore, we might infer, that God holds the hearts of men in 
his hand, as the rivers of water; and that he turneth them 
whithersvever he will. 

The fact and nature of their dependence teach, that God gov- 
erns the hearts of men. ‘That men are dependent upon God in 
some respects, we believe is denied by no one, who believes there 
isaGod. To deny that men are, in some respects, dependent 
beings, isnext toabsoulute scepticism. But, the nature of their 
dependence is such, that they cannot be dependentgn God in one 
respect, without being dependent on him in all respects. Uf 
men are dependent upon God for their extstence, they must cer- 
tainly be dependent upon him for health, and breath, and food 
aud raiment. But, if they are dependent upon him in these re- 
spects; it is preposterous to suppose, that they are not depen- 
dent upon him in all other respects, even to their very thoughts 
and voluntary exercises. For, the very existence of mankind, 
in which it is acknowledged they are dependent upon God, 
is also, in ten thousand instances, depending upon their ewn 
voluntary exercises. Itis depending upon the voluntary -exer- 
cises of mankind, whether they shall preserve or destroy their 
own lives. Itis depending upon their voluntary exercises, 
whether they shall spare or destroy the lives of others. Itis 
depending upon the voluhtary exercises of parents, whether or 
not they shall cherish the feelings of natural affection, and save 
the lives of their children, as they are born into the world. 
We see not, therefore, how God can continue the race of 
men upon the earth, without governing their hearts, or con- 
trolling their voluntary exercise. If then, we believe that 
mankind are dependent upon God in one respect; we must, to 
be consistent, believe that they are dependent upon him in all 
respects. The very fact and nature of their dependence render 
it morally certain, that God governs their hearts, in every exer- 
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their being.’ 


The facts above stated, accord with the uniform testimony of 
the Bible. ‘There are very many things recorded in the Serip- 
tures, Which could not have taken place, if God had not govern- 
ed the heartsofmen. We are there informed that God cauged 
Noah to build the Ark, to the saving of himself and his family 
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cise, and that in him they 


from the deluge. 


governing the heart of Noah, and the hearts of those who assis- 
ted him in that great and important work. We are informed, 
that God sent Abraham out of Urr of the Chaldees, into the 
But, this he conld not have done, without in- 
clining or governing the heart of Abraham, to leave his father’s 
house and the land of his nativity. Joseph declared that God 
sent him into Egypt. 


land of Canaan. 











as well as ‘live and have 





‘are moved,’ 








But this he could not have done, without 









In order to do that, he must have govern- 


ed the hearts of Joseph’s brethren, who sold him into Egypt.— 
God sent Moses, to lead the children of Israel “out of the housc 
In order to do that, it was necessary for him to 
govern not only the heart of Moses, that he might go, but the 
hearts of the children of Israel that they should obey him. God 
sent the king of Babylon against the land of Judea, to chastise 
his own rebellious people. In order to do that, it was neces- 
sary for him to govern the heart ofthat despotic and ambitious 


of bondage.” 


destroyer of nations. 


Accordingly, God said himself, **O As- 


syrian, the rod of mine anger, and the staft in their hand is mine 
indignation, I will send him aguinst a hypocritical nation, 
and against the people of my wrath will I give hima charge 
to take the prey, and to tread them down as the mire of 
the streets. Howbhbeit, he meaneth not so, neither doth his 
heart think so; but it is in his heart to destroy and tu cut 
off nations not a 
that when the Lord hath performed his whole work upon 
mount Zion, and upon Jerusalem, | will punish the fruit of the 
stout heart of the king of Assyria, and the glory of his high 
looks.”” God determined that Cyrus should release his chosen 
peuple from captivity, and assist and enconrage them to rebuild 
the temple, and city of Jerusalem. In order to fulfil his pur- 
pose, it was necessary for him to govern Cyrus’s heart. Ac- 
cordingly, it is written, ‘Thus saith the Lord to his anointed, 
to Cyrus, whose right hand I have holden, to subdue nations 
before him; and I will loose the loins of Kings, to open before 


him the two leaved 


few. Wherefore it shall come to pass, 


gates, and the gates shall not be shut; and 


I will go before thee, and make the crooked places straight; I 
will break in pieces the gates of brass, and cut in sunder the 
bars of iron. And 1 will give thee the treasures of darkness, 
and hidden riches of secret places, that thou mayest know that 
I the Lord, who call thee by thy name, am the God of Israel. 
For Jacob my servant's sake, and Israel mine elect, I have e- 
ven called the by thy name; Ihave surnamed thee, though thou 


hast not known me.” 
tng the same prince, “I have raised him up in righteousness, 


{n the same chapter, God says concern- 
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and I will direct all his ways; he shall build my city, and he 
shall let go my captives, not for price or reward saith the Lord 
of hosts.” When Moses recapitulated God’s dealings with the 
people of Israel in the wilderness, be said concerning one na- 
tion, “But Shion king of Hesbon would not let us pass by him; 
for the Lord thy God hardened his spirit, and made his neart 
obstinate, that he might deliver him into thy hand as appeareth 
this day.” Of Pharaoh and the Egyptians, it is declared, that 
God “turned their heart to hate his people, to deal subtilly with 
his servants.” Concerning the anti-Christian Powers of the 
latter day, John the revelator says, **For God hath put in their 
hearts to fulfil his will, and to agree, and give their kingdom 
unto the beast, until the words of God shall be fulfilled.””. The 
apostle Paul brings into view God’s scvereign control over the 
hearts of men, in almost all his epistles. When he preached 
at Athens, and exhibited the character of the true, but to them 
“UNKNOWN Gop,” he declared, that “tin him we live, and move 
and have our being.” In another place he exhorts saints in 
the following language: ‘Work out your own salvation with 
fear and trembling: for it is God who worketh in you, both to 
will and to do,of his good pleasure. Again, he says to the same 
class of people, “‘ For we are insufficient of ourselves, to think 
any thing as of ourselves; but our sufficiency is of God.” Of many 
of the unbelieving Jews it was written, and repeatedly declared, 
‘God had hardened their hearts, and blinded their minds; that 
he had given them the spirit of slumber, eyes that they should 
not see, and ears that they should not hear; lest they should 
see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and understand 
with their hearts, and be converted, and he should heal them.’ 

It is evident from scripture, therefore, that God does in fact 
govern the hearts of men. All the passages, which have been 
cited, and a vast many others, which might have been introduc- 
ed, precisely correspond with the words of Solomon quoted at 
the commencement of this article: “The king’s heart is in the 
hand of the Lord, as the rivers of water; he turneth it whither- 
soever he will.” 


For the Hopkinsian Magazine. 
HUMAN AGENCY AND DIVINE SOVEREIGNTY. 

Mr. Epitror :—In a late paper, I observed an abstract of 
Rev. Dr. Beman’s sermon before the General Assembly .in 
Philadelphia, in May last. The object of the sermon appear- 
ed to be, to account for the different degrees of success at- 
tending the preaching of the gospel, in the time of the Apos- 
tles, and at the present day. The following is an extract from 
the abstract :— 


© 4. We ought not lo ascribe the difference under connderation 
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to the mere sovereignty of God: on the same ground we cannot 
refer the existence of sin and the loss of the soul to a mere 
naked, sovereign act of God—human agency must be regarded 
in all these cases—as also in the poverty of the sluggard—the 
ruin of the prodigal, and the debauchment of the intemperate. 
Although God is a perfect sovereign, yet man is never permit- 
ted to go and hang his sin on the sovereignty of his throne. 
Nor can we, without direct abuse of divine sovereignty, as- 
cribe to that source the coldness and death which pervade some 
sections of the church, and the want of saving conversions in 
the Roman Catholic and Unitarian churches.” 

The above extract exhibits a sentiment which seems to be 
quite prevalent among the “new divinity” men, viz.: that 
when any thing is ascribed to divine sovereignty, human agen- 
cy is of course excluded. This sentiment has been imbibed 
from another, viz.: that human and divine agency cannot be 
umted in the same event. The new divines, having settled the 
point in their minds, that just so far as men act under a divine 
influence, they are deprived of their free, moral agency ; and 
that just so far as they are free and accountable for their con- 
duct, they are self-determined ; they must, of course, draw the 
conclusion, tiiat whatever event takes place by the sovereign 
agency of God, takes place wholly without the agency of man. 

This is an important pvint of difference between the new di- 
vinity and the old. The elder orthodox divines used to teach 
us, that God works by means, and employs human instruments 
in accomplishing the purposes of his sovereign will. ‘They 
represented God as having the moral, as well as the natural 
world, in his hand, as the clay is in the band of the potter ; 
and as “working all things-after the counsel of his own will.” 
And on the other hand, they represented men as entirely de- 
pendent, acting always under a divine influence, and fulfilling 
the sovereign pleasure of God. So far, therefore, from sep- 
arating human agency and divine sovereignty, they considered 
them as always and inseparably connected, in all the concerns 
of men, whether temporal or spiritual. 

That there is here a material point of difference, is very 
plain. On which side, then, lies the truth? Have the new 
men made an advance in theology? or have they departed 
from the faith? Were the old divines mistaken, in supposing 
that dependence and accountability are consistent—that men 
may act freely, while ‘God works in them to will and to do” — 
that men do not possess a self-detérmining power—and that all 
the actions of men accomplish the sovereign will of Ged? or 
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is it true, as the new divines teach, that human agency is en- 
tirely disconnected from divine sovereignty—that men act un- 
der the influence of motives, without any divine influence upon 
their hearts or wills—and that “ if God touched the heart of a 
saint, or a sinner, He would destroy his free agency 2”? ‘These 
are important questions, respecting which, every man, and es- 
pecially every minister, ought to be * fully persuaded in his 
own mind.” 

In my view, Mr. Editor, the obvious import, as well as the 
general tenor of scripture, is altogether on the side of the old 
divines. Nothing seems to me more plain, than that the sa- 
cred writers represent men as having been both praised and 
blamed, rewarded and punished, for those actious which God 
had foretold and foredetermined, and which He turned their 
hearts or inclined themto perform. They teach us, that while 
‘* God is a perfect sovereign,” doing his will in all places, and 
‘‘ working all in all;” men at the same time, act freely, and 
have no excuse for their ‘‘coldness and deadness,’’ nor for any 
of their sins. A MIDDLE-AGED MINISTER. 


For the Hopkinsian Mngazine. 
IMPORT OF THE PHRASE, *“* BY NATURE.” 


‘The apostle Paul, in his epistle to the Ephesian christians, 
chapter xi. verse 3, speaks of them and all other believers, as 
“ by nature children of wrath.” Dr. Guire, of London, in his 
note on this passage, observes, ‘If we consult the scriptural 
use of the term, by nature, we shall find, that when it is appli- 
ed to God, it relates to what He is, by his own nature and per- 
fections, in opposition to all false gods; and when applied to 
men, it relates either to what remainders there are of the light 
of nature in mankind, or to what they are in their natural state, 
or by birth; as when the Gentiles are spoken of as the olive 
tree which is wild by nature, and the uncircumcision by nature, 
is opposed to the Jews by nature. These, I[ think, are all the 
places, besides the one before us, where the term, by nature, 
occurs, either in the Old or New Testament; and there is no 
appearance in any of them, that it ever signifies by custom, or 
by practice, or customary practice, as some would have it here ; 
which would indeed make the apostle guilty of a needless tau- 
tology ; for this cusfomary sinning had been fully expressed in 
the former part of the verse; but all these pussages agree in 
expressing what belongs to the nature (native state or charac- 
ter,) of the persons to whom it is applied. And when we are 
said to be ‘by nature children of wrath,’ the word children, in 
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its primary sense, has a peculiar reference to birth—it has re- 
spect to being born—to what we are in our fallen state of na- 
ture by birth.” 

If this note of the learned and generally accurate Expositor, 
be correct, as it appears to be, then the Apostle’s meaning in 
the expression, “by nature children of wrath,” is simply this: 
that christians, and of course all mankind, as they come into 
the world, and remain till renewed by the Holy Spirit, or born 
again, being sinners, are under the wrath of God. The 
phrase “by nature,”’ merely imports, the natural or anrenew- 
ed state of men; ; it has not ‘the least reference to any sispposed 
‘tmoral nature,” distinct from affections and voluntary exercis- 
es, antecedent to them, and the source of them. There is no 
passage of scripture, which speaks of such a nature. The sa- 
cred writers place sin, where every enlightened conscience 
places it; in free, voluntary, selfish affections and exercises. 
‘Sin is the transgression of the law.”’ ‘The notion, that acer- 
tain something, be it called nature, principle, taste, heart, or 
whatever else, which precedes all exercises of will, and is en- 
tirely dormant and inactive, and yet has a moral quality, is 
praiseworthy, or blameworthy, is one of the grosses! of ab- 
surdities. To talk of suth a nature, is as contrary to common 
sense, as to talk of a square round, or an acute color. 

If certain Calvinistic and Hopkinsian divines, who both 
hold that the first moral exercises of men are sinful, were not 
“willingly ignorant” of Paul’s meaning in the phrase, by na- 
ture, they might save themselves the task of much labored dis- 
cussion respecting “native depravily ;”” as they would see, that, 
asto all that is real, they are agreed, and that they differ only 
respecting a phantom of the imagination. OMicRON. 





‘*CLAY PARTY,’’ IN RELIGION. 


The Vermont Chromcle of July 13th, under the above title, 
addresses ‘ta few remarks” tothat numerous class, whose “‘re- 
ligions views” exactly agree with those expressed by Mr. Cray, 
in the U. S. Senate, on occasion of his motion for a Fast, on 
account of the Cholera. Mr. Cray said,— 

**A single word, Mr. President, as to nyself. I am a member of 
no religious sect. I am not a professor of religion. I regret that l 
am not. I wish that | was, and I trust that I shall be. But I have, 
and alwnys have had, a profound respect for Christianity, the religion 
of my fathers, and for its rites, its usages, and its observances.” 

Respecting the ‘class’? who agree with the Hon. Legislator 
in his views, the Editor of the Chronicle remarks, arnong oth- 
er things,— 


‘And in respect to themselves in another world, if they die as they 
now are, there is reason to think it will be ‘more tolerable’ for them in 
the day of judgment, than for those whose consciences have beep 
equally enlightened, and more entirely disregarded.” 
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Such a remark, coming from a source generally correct, 
ought not to pass without notice. We presume it was a “‘lap- 
sus penne,” a mere hasty expression, the incorrectness of which, 
the discerning Editors, upon reflection, will at once perceive. 
It must be obvieus to them, that light and conviction, and not 
external deportment, measure the guilt of: sinners; and that, 
amongst the finally impenitent, it may be as intolerable for a 
Pharis..ical moralist, as for an openly profane sinner. 

Just in proportion to the knowledge aud belief which one 
has of the Christian religion, and his consequent “regret” that 
he is not a professor, and ‘*wish” that he was, and “trust” that 
he shall be, and ‘profound respect for Christianity ?’ must be 
his criminality for remaining impenitent, and rejecting the Di- 
vine Saviour. We can, therefore, hardly imagine a class of 
impenitent sinners and rebels against Heaven, for whom it 
will be more intolerable in the day of jadgment, than for those 
who, like the “Clay party,” have known their Lord’s will, but 
refused to do it, and with their eyes open, have spurned the 
gracious offers of the Gospel, and “judged themselves unwor- 
thy of everlasting life.” 

There is one thing more, in these editorial remarks of the 
Chronicle, which calls for animadversion. In reply to an ex- 
cuse supposed to exist in the mind ot Mr. Cray, for not begin- 
ning to serve God immediately; to several excellent observa- 
tions, the Editors add the following :— 

‘We are dependent on the help of God—therefore, we ought to at- 
tempt his service when he offers to help us, and he offers to help us 
now, but does not promise to help us at any other time—there fore, let 
us, trusting in him to do as he offers to do, begin his service now. He 
certainly calls upon you to engage in his service now, He certainly 
offers to assist you now. He certainly does not say, that he will aid 
you at any future time. If, then, you beli@ve that you are dependent 
on divine aid, how can you delay ?”’ 

This sounds, in our ears, too much like “‘new divinity.” We 
have no recollection of any passage of scripture, in which God 
offers sinners, in consideration of their dependence, to hel 
them, if they will try to repent and serve him. The sacred 
writers, as we read them, consider sinners, notwithstanding 
their dependence, as able, and therefore bound, to do all God 
requires. They never admit that sinners would have a good 
excuse for delaying obedience, if God did not promise to “help” 
them; or suggest that God’s promise to help them, is the rea- 
son why they should immediately make an atlempt to obey. If 
there is any passage of scripture, in which God tells sinners 
how to repent, or directs them to try to do their duty, or prom- 
ises to aid them, if they will; we should be glad to have it point- 
ed out, as we have never seen it. 


Porery.—The Roman Catholic Bishop of New York has very con- 
descendingly permitted the Catholics to eat meat on Friday and Sat- 
urday during the prevalence of the Cholera. 
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Joun Ranpo.ru’s Pepieree.—Pocahontas, an Indian, whose true 
name was Malouca, baptized Rebecca, married John Rolfe, Esq. 
His only son Thomas, had an only daughter, who married Robert 
Bolling, of Bolling Hall, west riding, of York. He left a son, John 
Bolling, one of whose daughters married Richard Randolph, of Cur- 
tis, whose youngest son, John Randolph, of Roanoke, married Fran- 
ces Bland, and the present John Randolph, of Roanoke, is their 
youngest son, the sixth in descent from Pocahontas. 


Moravians.—The whole number of the Moravians is said to amount 
to no more than 16,000, who keep up 129 missionary establishments, 
at an annual expense of more than £9,000 


Awarp or Paemrum.—The Committee to whom was referred the 
examination of Manuscript ‘Tracts on Prayer, have performed the du- 
ty assigned them, and unanimously agreed to award the premium to 
the munuseript marked No. 4. On ascertaining the author’s name, 
it was found to be the Rev. Seth Williston, late of Durham, N. Y.— 
The Tract has been adopted by the Publishing Committee of the A- 
merican Traet Society, and the author has generously made the pre- 


mium a donation to aid in perpetuating its circulation. 
W. Fay, Chairman. 
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Connecticut. Ashford—Rev. Israel G. Rose. 

New-York. Paris—Charles Simmons. 

New-Jersey. Newark.—Amos Holbrook. 

All those ministers, who receive the Magazine, are authorized and 
requested to act as agents. 


{3 Published at Rehoboth Village. Mass. by Rev. Otis Thompson, 
Editor and Proprietor. 


Postace or THIs Parer.—Under 100 miles, 1 cent: Over 100 miles 
1 1-2 cents. 

DR. ‘THOMPSON’S CELEBRATED EYVE-WATER. 
‘‘ The best article for curing sore and inflamed Eyes, that was ever 
invented.”’ 

Extract of a letter from Dr. Paul Swift, M. D.: 
Nantucket, 6th mo. 19th, 1821.—Dr. I. Thompson: I have late- 
ly made use of a dozen or two phials of thy Eye- Water in my prac- 

tice, and I find it of superior efficacy in most cases of Ophthalmia. 
PAUL SWIFT, M. D. 
Similar recommendations have been published by Dr. Vine Utley, 
of Lime, Conn.; Dr. G. W. Hoppin, of Providence, R. I., and 
others. , 
For sale by Dr. J. H. Muson & Co., Providence, R. I,, and other 
Druggists, in various places. July $1. 
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